INTRODUCTION

Scientific hypothesis
The parity significantly influences the SCC in milk.
The most of the ewes have low SCC in milk. The udder heath in previous lactation affect the udder health in following lactation. The farm has impact on SCC in milk. 
MATERIAL AND METHODOLOGY
Statistic analysis
On the basis of SCC from milk recording the ewes were divided into the five SCC groups: G1 = SCC <200 × 10 3 cells.mL -1 , G2 = SCC ≥200 <400 × 10 3 cells.mL -1 , G3 = SCC ≥400 <600 × 10 3 cells.mL -1 , G4 = SCC ≥600 <1000 × 10 3 cells.mL -1 and G5 = SCC ≥1000 × 10 3 cells.mL -1 to evaluate the distribution of ewes into SCC groups in different parity and years of study. Animals were individually divided into above mentioned SCC groups on the basis of their SCS per lactation calculated as a mean from transformed individual SCC data into SCS obtained during milk recording throughout lactation. SCS was calculated according formula:
Thus distribution of ewes on the basis of SCS into SCC groups was done by conversion of linear scores to somatic cell counts. The results were mathematically processed using the Microsoft Excel program. It was used paired t-test when comparing differences variables between first and second lactation (within observed periods). Data are presented as mean ± standard deviation. The statistical model using SAS (Mixed procedure; SAS/STAT 9. 1, 2002 -2003) can be written in the following form used for each observed period separately: yij =  +FARMi +YEARj +eij yij = the measurements for SCS; = overall mean; FARMi = the fixed effects of farms; YEARj = fixed effect of YEARS (two years, within each observed period), ul ~ N(0, σc2); eij = random error, assuming eij∼ N(0, I σ 2 e). Data are presented as LSmeans (Least squares means) ± standard error. (Table 2) . Breeds didn´t have impact on change of SCS in monitored farms (Table 3 ). Significant differences between farms with the same breed could indicate the effect of management level on farms.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Distribution of ewes in SCC groups during 1 st observed period (2016 and 2017) was as followed: G1 (38.99%, 33.96% resp.), G2 (32.02%, 23.90% resp.), G3 cells.mL -1 (6.92%, 10.69% resp.), G4 (6.29%, 6.29% resp.) and G5 (15.72%, 25.16% resp.). During 2 nd observed period (2017 and 2018) there were following distribution of ewes in SCC groups: G1 (57.99%, 35.16% resp.), G2 (21%, 20.09% resp.), G3 (6.39%, 9.13% resp.), G4 (3.2%, 8.68% resp.) and G5 (11.42%, 26.94% resp. Data shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2 represent examples of frequency of distribution of ewes from one farm with machine milking and another farm with hand milking during their 1 st and 2 nd lactation. On both figures there are presenting changes of udder heath from 1 st to 2 nd lactation by clear demonstration of difference between count of ewes in SCC group <200 × 10 3 cells.mL -1 and in SCC group ≥1000 × 10 3 cells.mL -1 . In both farms during the 2 nd lactation there was a decrease in the distribution of ewes in the SCC group <200 × 10 3 cells.mL -1 regardless on the milking technique. Increase of percentage of ewes in SCC groups ≥1000 × 10 3 cells.mL -1 could be due to the increase prevalence of subclinical mastitis in these farms. In other 
CONCLUSION
In conclusion, high percentage of ewes had SCC <200 × 10 3 cells.mL -1 during 1 st lactation only. During 2 nd but not during 1 st observed period the ewes on 2 nd lactation had higher SCC compared with primiparous ewes, however, clear individual farm effect was recorded in both observed periods. Also significant effect of farm management on SCC was demonstrated without connection to hand or machine milking. Thus the level of management in dairy farm has to be considered.
